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UPON EDQCATION ORGANIZATIONS

/s

. oo '_ R JamesR. Yates -

" A assumption of this paper is that the way in which an organization
is structured does, in fact, make a difference in tems of the delivery of
'the organization 3 missi,on. The validi tjy ‘of such‘a statement seems self-
evident as almost all organizations do in fact have some formalized strhc-

tures ‘that can be de$cribed illustrated or charted *There" are chains of

- command, lines of authori ty, procedures of ope<ration and linkages of

[ 4

@ e

compo nents. '

conceptual and pragn'atic issues of . organizations. ‘Business organizations o

3

X et

and the mi\h tary have devoted significant time ancg attentjon to imple-
menti ng. organizationa] structures. ,Of interest here is the fact that while

-'educational institutions have formalized structures they probably renain

one of° the last complex organizations in our - soci ety to recognize that

—

structure is a- significant resource in achievi ng goals of orgq/gizations

(Stanford, 1966).

Distinctions of Education aid ’ v S
- Otper Organizations . ° -

- .

.« Much can be learned by examining with care the use of .organizational

.ol . . Lo,
structure by the military and the,business world, but it must bé done with,

caution. Educational organizations are unique and this 'uniqueness demands

care in generalization.. T e Ly
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s e : . A. Educational organizations are not absolute h erarchies of

authority Nhere the chain° of.. command is a known element of the military,

| SN : a chain oféommand is often a questioned assumption in educational organi-," o
: ) ' i ;; ations. - While there may .be superiatendents, assistant superintendents, — ;J'é
' o supervisors principals and so forth, it is very clear to those who have . ';f
worked in educational environments that "when the,teacher closes the o ‘l.fué%
classroom door," the teacher is in fact in command'and control. . : :.:-—Muz

. y oo

- . . PO AR
s . -~ . < e anant [ N
< “ .

fB. The missions or: goals of education are unique from those found in

T “ the military. or industry. Very few organizations have as Many complex and ' .'.’,?

unique missions -and goals as education. For example education is ,requiredv- T

- to transmit societal values. One neeo only exami ne “the kinds ‘of- standards ‘

Lo )

of both on*and ‘off the Job behavior that are requi red .of "school’ teachers" -

to underst%nd that schpols in and of themselves hai«e a dnique mission in *: '

‘- that SOClet.Y demands of schools’ transmi ttal of soci etal valyes. In, addi- vé B

. ] tion,*schools are unique in that they have as- a- mission to provide educa- ' . ,‘

_ o ~ tional opportunity for a1l of the youth of, this country.' School attendance “
’ . . 1s¢compulsory. Not onty~is educational opportunity required but e‘qual edu- ° S

o~

- L cational opportunity is a stated geal. for ‘the educational system.
; oL % ' _ ;
: “ TFherefore, not only must all participate in education, but the institutions .

of education are reqt.ired to provide equal opportuni ty to all participants.

C. CGnceptually, the military has a commander-i n-chief the President "o
of the Ursi ted States, elected by populace,’but most military decisions are ¢ °?'f
made by career officers who answer to the organizational hierarchy. '

[ .
Corpo_rations .have a board of directors that may be elected by stockholders

L3
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fe _Fepresenting the“general-populace~cbut“reaT'linﬁages”to'the‘public are weak. . - .

[ sl SN
° and corporate officers _make most decisions. However, educationa] insfitu- ‘‘‘‘
5 K i tions have ultjmate decisioning and po]icy making authority residing in o ‘g

boards that are, e]ected by the popu]ace. Such a structure ref]ects the 'f:,t{
N A .
o phi]osophical value assumption of education in thi§ country that education
o _is a Tocal. .or’ decentra]ized gunction, Therefore, the.ultimate decision

T ‘f ‘ makfng authorigy in education is decentra]ized with a 1imi¢ed number-of__~#-—wﬂA—-—

e

e -\_4_..,,,,.__.* e Y o e ‘

T requiredrlinkages :to other units of the system. Additiona]ly, patrons of

schoo]s often fee] they may dtrect]y contact the School board Few”feelJ,,va‘i»—f:f

L ,u—.SUCh freedom With military or’ corporate officers. S S
: ?" LA L4 - S

Y *

e
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Individua]s inseducational organizations are described .as pro-

c fessionals. As such, they have drfferdnt assumptions and comnntments than_i

¢ ' individua]s uﬁthin most other organizations. That is to say, the teacher -

is by phiiosophy one that perceives -dctivities within the educational orga-

| nization as something more than "just a job." - . ' .-// Y

-

- The products of- the educationa] system unlike products of the .
mi]itary and of the busines. estab]ishment are very difficult to identify, »
. ’ measure and are of extreme}y Tong. teym effect. Specifica]]y, the u]timate _
“# ) : product of the edhcationa] system may not be avai]ab]e for observation and
judgment re]ative to {its qua]ity until the fo]]owing generation. Nhi]e
. some short term measdrements can occur even those measurements are canp]i- l

| cated by whether or not they ref]ect‘what is. to be the true product of the. "
i - educational system. For example,- are products to -be judged by the level of ’ __;;
: ; ]iteracy of students, are they to be measured by the Tevel of assimi]ation

-
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of students into “the broader society, are they to be measured by the abi-
T ity of thé student to, provide a contribution to the broader society, are

. K3

, they mere]y measures of attendance or standardized achievement scores of

> “ . LI

one-t]ass ‘or of one student. o - : o

L ]

: >
-

:;ii.ai§§ “Education i$ a human labor intensive drganization to a far greater )

extent ‘than in business or the nﬁ]itary.‘ That is to say, approximateiy 80%-

fe- - > of activities and resources of educational organizations are“related and

?‘4~~ S tied to humans.

S _w..._....—rw.......——w—
,_,...__._..—.»--vv‘*

_occupy. various ro]es ‘and’ positions within the educational organization.

The. "tools: of -the-trade’-'so~to Speak, -are {ndividuals who .

2
'Not only are most of the activities within an educational organization
o dependent uponshuman"activiiy, the majorityfof these‘humans_are what one

wod1d term “professiona]s.“ . ‘ ¢ e

;

. ‘ ', G The roles and positions within educationa] organizations are

- - t ’

v "'extremely ambiguous. There are difficu]ties with’ responsibility as many
' activities within an educationai organization cal] for mutual, alternating
\ ‘ .'as we]] as exciusive reSponsibilities relative to the same general prob]em,
e g., a chi]d with’ learning prob]ems. In addition to.the complexity that,
such ambiguity introduces many decisions must be made as a result of
mu]tip]e and unc]ear reSponsibilities. Even though it is somewhat clear
4 R " that the “teacher" has responsibi]ity for instruction and management of &
| . , certain defined number of students, multiple decisions comp]icate the .
o teachér's role. To il]ustrate,Awhat is the content to be taught? When is
2} '.;i it to. be taught and for how long? _What method of instruction isto be

i T
’ *
.

. used? what instructional materia]s sha]] be uti]ized? what is the

o

. " .
. . . -
. ] : a *
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learning sty]e of the student? What is the student s best instructiona] - 1

,
TR

‘::r . ' 1 - .‘Zz . 3 . o
P ' m?dality? Where shou]d instructiof take p]ace? (Grossy 1963). " . = - °

]
;- . i
> . »

i ~ H. .Educational® organizations arexextremelj'decehtrahized,in~com- IR
v parison with the miiitary or business‘drganizations. fﬁecentratization can
] e ! be couched in terms of Board of Education "local. contro1 w .or the exc]usive ‘ \ o
ii ” - responsibi]ities and judgments of the teacher as "the door of _the’ classroom '

is c]os;d " or decentralized decisioning associated with varieus units such -

PR as the~ioca1 elementary schbol ~the schoo] prinC1pa1 the- school-psycholo- )

% - T ’
N ¢

A gist and so forth. L . . -
. .. ? <. . . . X ~ & e
< N, . . . . ’

3&:' ' : . There is an expectation within educational organizations that .
L é

;1' ‘_. : there wi]] be participatory ‘decision making to a greater extent than typi-

;‘ _ . ~cally found in either the mi]itary or the business organization. The con- K

%Ai; N cepteof participatory“decision making isfed' by a number of ‘variables suth
‘- & -

as the large number of professiona1s societal expectations and" so forth. -

Ea“ o . In addition all citizens have been members of - the educational system and

i

. are therefore ”expert" while not al1 Rave been in the mlitary or have been ..

;- : . connected to the business world. . \ '
" , - , © , ¢ 3

H . & ‘ .
P .~ - J. There is the expectation tfiat educational organizations will :

transfer»knowledge and va]ués:

either the military nor business organiza-
—

tions, have as a major goal or bJective the transnnssion of knowledge and

values. Such training is se( ndary,oincidental or task specific.

K. Educationa] organizations have unique accountability demands.‘

Nhile signifﬁcant effort and attention may be devoted to the measurement of = ¥ T




"~teaching, the d1fficu1ty is‘significantly greater than found in measuring -

. tu® product of the military or business organization, i. e., ‘battles are won
or profgts are made. Specifically, the educatipnal organization‘is uni
quely contaminated in terms of prouuct measurement by variables that are N

, totally outside of and beyond the scope and control of the organization. |

. For example the following variables have been shown to be significant -but ' ﬁ;

- ., aremostly beyond coritrol ofkscnbo]s socioecononic status of the parents,

_ t ’ heredity, parent education,,developmental stage of the student intérest

. motivation, concern,«and skill of parents in their parenting role.

. » ~ . » . . , o
. .

-~
Such unique ‘characteristics pinpoint the’ problems and inability of

organizational structures found in other institutions to be totally viable

»

L : in educational organizations. Historically, there have been attempts to

ieﬁ,. totally genéralize such organizational structures, e. g., the medical nndel

v .
Fmoe o -

of diagnosis and treatment for students with school d1fficulties. - .
'_5 Therefore, educators must be cautious but alert to the opportunity to . {
? B transfer organizational structures from other disciplinesgto education,

L
' S A

Educational 0rganization

The historical structures of education have changed 1ittle over time,
that is to say, the' 1ocal school building with an individual designated in
.some way to administer or to head that,unit of the system. As education .

. . expanded and as society became more,urban and" correspondingly school v
. systems became larger; additions to the organizational structure were madp_
and there vias assuried linkage and coordination between these increasing’

structures. As schools becomeAmore "public," there were needs for more
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services and expanded. types ‘of programs and activities. 'Corresponding]y,

¢ -

These requirements of the system brought

expectations of patrons expanded.

a need for larger numbers of divérse units into the organization. No. .

.longer was there the "school house," principal and a few teachers but there,

were speciakizations in curricu]um areas, transportation, food services,

special education and so forth. , ©

L ]

o

':_ihe question posed at this time is: are traditional organizational

structures\of schools appreopriate in the 1980s and beyond

does the current and emerging context of education require shifts or

¢ 1

changes in: the traditionaL organizational structuré. An examination of

)

“Current and emerging forces on education may shed some Tight upon this =
@ v ) 1. .

. Fglces in,Education -

'_ e]ementary age students until approximate]y the year 1985.

techno]ogy avai]ab]e.

-question, - ' t
¢

3

ot

Speci fica] 1y, ©

n»EA.-,Demographye!Census.datagnomﬂmagesvit relatively clear .that the

United States'is stabi]izing in terms of popuiation growth and it can be
expected that a dec]ine in school age popu]ation will continue in tenns oﬁ

Schoo]s will

[V —

. not have recovered the number of students that were enro]ied in 1975 unti]

approximate]y the year- 2000. Additiona]]y, the mean age of the U.S. popu-
L ., /. ? ; . ) ]
lation is increasing.

-

] - < .

B. There is a significant increase in the types and sophistication of
For examp]e while many of the hopes and aspirations

" of the 1960 3 for computer technology associated with instruction were

A3 Baind

’
o

-
&)

:
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- Uy . unfu]fi]ied it is now relatively clear with reductions- in cost, size and

avai]abi]ity of “the "m,ini-computer" and"'renewed intevest and marketi\ng of
- : ~.such systems by the computer industry, such-.technology will affect the ways

I - . .
-

théj schoo]s are organized for instruction.

: . f . C‘ Shifts in funding patterns are emerging and tiave been experjenced . ’ﬁ
' by iarge numbers of school systems. The 1atest examp]e that has caught the
= : - attention of the media is the "Proposition 13" type of Iegislation. _Ofv
less national notoriety but of more- consequence in many local school
"districts is the»continuing failure of *bond or mi]]age increases.
. T Associated with such shifts in. funding patterns are a large number of legal
- ru]ings and an increasing body of case iaw whichvdirectiy affects the types -

‘ and kinds and configurations of services which may or must be provided by
;“ -;\ . pubiic schoo]s. " ' ’
oo S oA v
%3" - ~ D. There are clear shifts in power configurations associated with the
%if‘ | ; ;fpublic sqhoois. The trend toward piura]istic decentra]ized decision- \\fi *
o making.ref]ects such shifts. An additionad example would be effects of

collective bargaining; federal government regulations, and so forth.

— “ S L - L - A
N ; E. There are shifts in educational need. As society has moved toward -

&

shorter work weeks, earlier retirement, less requirement'for manual iabor
and so forth. Thi typef, places and’timés of education need have changed.
The'requirement for different educational products delivered at different
— times in‘the.life span of the individual is deve]oping as a significant

force. e S - -




| F. There are dramatic' shifts in societal values. Perhaps no soci etal...
' .

‘force 1s discussed as frequently as shifts in values.. -The traumas and -
experiences of ‘the public schools as they have moved through desegregation

and associ ated phenomena“ such as busing, the opening of the system to han-

."

dicapped and di sadvantaged and the introduction ef curriculum associ ated .

with humanistic or moral education illustrate the bounds and signi ficance
o .
of this force. ' ‘ . - ' e

o S o, , .
The queStion raised by the discussion of these forces is siih‘p'ly thi s:

4

are the past structures that have been utilized in education sufficient for

)

the future? To answer this question let us lool' at one service delivery
area of educat~ion special education. .,
- L] ° o ‘/ : ' : ‘ ‘-ﬂ'
~-"Special Education Example, . '

3

. )

S The ‘history of -special “education in the public schools describes a

8

-~ mi nimal commitment by the educational organiza\tion to handicapped students. .
fFor the most part, spec_ial education t:egan with programs ~for the phy jcally
" handicapped which were initiated primariiy due to parental pressure and
" work of advocacy groups. As a result, the educational system made few con-
cessions to this particular area and logiéally, few if any structural .

2

changes in the system were felt necessary. The addition of minor appen-

-

* dages to the overall system was the primary mechanism ‘of adapta}/ion. ,

As the demand for "speci al education services grew and as the types and

ranges of handicapped children to be served diversified the system had to

ty

make more formal, structural Oadaptations for speci al education. The result:

¢ -

o

-\

LAY
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“was for the most part, the .creation of a dua] educationa] system,

Speci fica]]y, school systems created a parallel structure to the regu]ar
education system utilizing the - same traditional structures as were histori-

ca] within school systems but p]aci ng them in a para]]e]-larrangement. As a

_result for the speci al education system ‘there developed: uniquel y '
designated and perhaps uniquely trained adninistrators~ other uniquely L
certified professiona]s~ .separate budgets~ ‘separate instructional 1 N
" materia]s~ unique: personne] ro]es and unique po]ici es and procedures were
put into place. A]] such changes were structural adaptations to special |

; education dema‘nds.

< - . . a

Insert Figure 1 abou¥ here - £ e
. ) - ) ‘. ‘) ) ’ - .o N . . :
-+ The effects of the.dual system weire that special education st'udents-

.

_were placed, special education personnel proyided service, and'spécial edu-

N ‘. - . -

cation resources and facilities were utilized, a1l requiring 1ittle or’no
interface or interaction with the parallel regu]ar education system. The

, _.necessity of administrators, supervisors teachers or suppert personnel

£
-

interacting with. para]]e] educational systems was aimost non-existent.
. s . " 0 .r..j‘

’ For the mast part, this structure satisfied both 'specia] education
profes'sionals, parents and regu1ar education professionals and p?irents
given the embr ic stage of specia] education knowledge and service deli--
very. However there began to emerge new com eptua]i zations associ ated
with de]ivering appropriate services to the handicappec.. In addition there

de_ve]oped stronger and more powerful lobbies,.and advocates for equality of .




-facilities and services for the handicapped. As ' result, the system ‘began

to have specific demands placed upon it for interface between the dual edu-
. cational systems. The resuﬂt was discomfort and a number of’less polite L
',descriptive adjectives relative to these required or forced.interfaces. '
O But the system was faced with the demand for adaptation of its structures. . :
Resulting’ adaptations were made within the coritext. of the traditional edu-
«cational system, primarily specific linkages were described and artiéulated
between the previously defined duaL;educational systems. In_other words,.
there were defineu lines of authority and lines ofnsupport or consultation
articulated which supposedly would meet the requirements being nade upon °
the system’ for an integration\pr 1nterface of the two sys tess.

v

B " .
e s N .

Insert ‘igure 2 -about here . ;0

. 8

v

<

These'adaptations are the most common existent circumstance within
school systems. Most school system§ Have traditional organizavional §trch
‘ tures similar to a pyramid or bureaucratic power at the top structure. ‘ [
Such modifications of the structure were designed to.deal with complexity,
to provide specific communication and decisioning linkages, to develop
required specializations and to reduce conflJct and competition. So long .-
as there were no specific questions raised~as to responsibility qr R

ownership" of the handicapped&child or, \eacherg of the handicapped such X
structural »Japtations seemed to~ work fairly well However concep- -
tualization advocacy and understanding of the needs of the- handicapped,
precipitated what today is known as ”least restrictive alternative" place- :

- N

et et i et o e e My e
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) _mentsJ Such legislated and legal requirements for 1éast restrictive alter-
native‘immediate]y raises~questions associated with ownership of special -
education students, personnel and services. Such.duestions produce greater
ambiguity for the system. The result of. these demands has been: poor ] °
integration of students, difficu]ty with transfer and linkage be tween ser-.
vice de]ivery e]ements, budgeting and accountabi]ity confusions unclear
responsibi]ity relative to personne] recruitment, se]ection evaluation, : ,¢
unclear ownership relative t instructional,materiais facilities, sche-

. T du]ing difficulties; conflicts associ ated with community and parent: .
interactions difficulty with ip§Ervice and staff deve]opment requirements . B

* \

N and so- forth, S
-’ N
J — ’

One-begins to wondér whether the system of'education~may'not be at

another mi]estone or watershed point relative to adaptatfon of “its organi-

j i " . . zational structure. The question emerges. as to what may be ag appropr.ate'

IS :‘l;. . . - ) ¢
Dadh adaptation. - " T R

Matrix'Organiiation

R b
- " . R 4 -~ 4

’
- »

4 -

- ‘ The structure suggested in this paper is not a new structure. It has
i . o ‘ been‘descrihed‘in the business 1i'terature since the early 1960s (Jengen, '

sy . 1963). It carries a number of descriptors but perhaps the most common*
i - . /AN
1‘%*. - descript ris matrix organizatibnaT structures. Matrix organizational

KRS structur s were an ‘effort on the part of the business world to effect adap-

¢

E:;; - N tation to some of the ‘same variab]es that currently impinge upon education .

--and special echation, i,e.,‘specifically to develop adaptation to growing Sar :;
" COmplefity and confusion’asgociated with role, function and scope of acti-

3

* .
{ " . » - . . K * .
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'vities. Business organizations begin to discover that they were both
. . . k<]
" unable.-in teris of cost effectiveness and in terms of available personnel
to continue tb create new roles, nnew positions, new divisions to respond to

»

“an ever increasing change in either marketing, production or policy

requirements.

.
%

0rigina11y matrix structures were conceptualized as dealing nith tem-
. porary work or projects. Gurrently, such structures are utilized for tem-
porary work or proects but also as permanent organizational structures.
* The list. of well-known corporations that use some- form of matrix .
organization is quite lengthy and continues to grow: IBM, Phillips, Volvo,
honeywe]]; Texas.lnstruments, GE, Shell 011, etc., all are involved in.

matrix organizational structures (Davis &‘}awrence,.1978; Janger, 1979).

. -
~

There are three required roles of the matrix organization 1) matrix

subordinants, 2) matrix managers, and 3) common superior.

Q

Matrix subordinates .are roles that implement specific plans and do
specific work within an organization. Matrix managers are of two types,
often called "business result managers“ and “resource'managers.“
Generalizing to the context of the educational environment business result

. -

managérs would be comparable to 1ndividuals who have, echusive respon-'
sibility for program and instruction._ Resource managers would be equiva-
Tent to'administrators who develop and provide facfﬁities, finaneial
resources, materials, etc. The comnon superior is the individual to whom
“matrix ‘managers report. -The common superior has similar responsib lities

and functions as one might think of.in an arbitrator:or a judge. . There is
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very little input from the common superior,~but there is final decisioning

or judgment on issues in which there dre diffenences of opinion or’

t

situations that require decisions or arbitration. . -

k)
Insert Table 1 .about here

-

The rationale that business organizations have used for the applica-
tion of the matrix organization age:’ 1) .they deal more: effectively with

3 reasingly interdependont ‘and related kinds of activities or markets.
T:zxequivalent in the educational organization would be increasing require-
ments for interface or integration of programs of regular and special stu-
dents, 2) faster product obsolescence. Comparable status for education
would be dramatic shifts in service delivery models, 3) 1ncreased govern-
ment regilation 4) intradependent parts of the, organization, 5) incrz sed .

. demapds to respond to special interest groups and 6) cost ‘reduction demands )
" would be equivalent between business, industry and_education organizations.‘

The matrix organization is based upon ‘the Concept of a balance of
power, where bargaining "chips"'parity, neqotiation, discussion and
arbitration are constant features of the system (Galbraith 1971). Such
features imply the necessitx of adequate information and continual access -

to the various roles within,the matrix organization.

‘Insert Figure 3'about here  *
\ . : ]
~Two possible matrix organizational structures applicable to,special

education are illustrated. For smaller organizations smaller school
N l ) v d
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systems it might be possible ¢ develop a structure in which the common .

s o (u supervisor or. superior is' the assistant superintenden\tfor instruction

-

¢

-

.

-~

'equipment'and material purchase, parent communi ty commuﬁication, AR

‘ pupil/téaCher assignment, personnel evaluation. g

Torth.

matrix managers are respectively’ the director:or supervisor of special edu-

" cation and the building level principal. Functions under the director of: :*“i

special education'that would be-assumed‘or directed Jy various matrix
subordinates might be "the 1EP development implementation, instructionaﬂ
material and equipment utilization, personnel selection, student

evaluatibn. Under. the building principal might fall specific functions

. such as transportationkﬁsalary, hospitalization, facility designation,

- s s

For larger educational organizations,.a matrix multidimensional orga-
nizational structure nnght'have a common' superior of an assistant superin- \*1:

tendent for instruction, matrix managers of a director of mild[mgderate

‘ programs for the handicapped and a director of severe/profound programs for

the handicapped. Matrix subordinates operating in relationship to the two

. dasignated matrix managers might be personnel selection, through the direc-

tor of personnel; the director of transpcrtation for transportation,
director of psychological services for assessment functions; the director N *f
of instructional supervisors for IEP development implementation; the - d

building principal for management of the instructional enviromment and so

b

_Insert Figure 4 about here
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T T Yet another possible structure could be a multi- level organizationa] '%

. . L . Tj
3. matrix for speci al education in which matrix managers would report once :
again to a common superior of an assistant superintendent for instruction.

; ;- P The matrix managers would be supervisor of secondary Special education

'superyisor of e]ementary special education, supervisor of pre-schoo] spe-

- - { . - *
cial education; supervisor of developmental programs for community ,college.

Once again, by illustration, these matrix managers would interact and

¥
receive expertise and support for the functions through the similar matrix

subordinates of transportation and so forth.

-
-

, Insert Tab1e'2 about here.

s

Nithin any organization, duties or responsibilities are often capable

_of- being designated as either 1) exclusive, to an individual yrole or posi- .

a

tion, 2) joint or shared between roles or positions and.3) alternating )

between ‘roles and positions.

Within the matrix organization the designa- .

'_ tioh of ro]e,responsibilities 1s extreme]y important. For -example, ‘there

) could be roles of assistant superintendent for instruction principa] . ";

' psycho]ogists, instructiona] supervisors specia] education teacher,

: ~
-

regular education teacher, director of specia] education and (duties of

T se]ection/assignment of special education personne], IEP deve]opment/

'-implementation eva]uation of special education personne]

instructional ;
‘materials selection and so forth. ‘There could be :a designation of respon- : '_'

L sibility as ‘prime responsibi]ity, consultation relative to decision, fina]

xdecision. The imp]ementor or the ‘one who ‘performs. the function checks to

N .
* .
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\ . ‘<selection assignment of speci al education personnel . k “ N -

e ,l.',’ . 4. Specialized personnel may. more easily apply their specialtyr. o

N -/ ¢ ‘ . ) .‘*
¥ o« : ‘ 1

‘ see if décisions are iniplemented and7or: authorization for s'fbmission of
* decisions to higher authority "-Sgch: responsibilities could be coded rela- :
I"tive to the type of activity and the specific role for that activity. For. = - ¢
example, it could well ‘be that " the assistaht superi ntendent has final deci- ‘
sion authori |ty associ ated with. the" selection -and assignment of special edu-

. cation personnel . However, remembe.ri ng that the common superior in the.
matrix organization would typically ot have input into tht decision until
there ‘was di sagreement and need for. arbi tratior or a final decision, there-

‘fore the principal instructional supervisor and the director of special

A

-education might all be: individuals who should "be- consulted relative to the ~

———— e e
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‘Advantagesof Matrix ’Organizati’_ons s L

There ‘are_a:number of advantages for the matrix organizatjon. -

i . N v
Iy . ’) ’

1% Problems can be. noted more quickly -and responded to with greater ;
speed e L , B
2. Needs of the organization can be dealt with effectively within
unique proJects or functions. ? s IR
'3. .There is of ten. mbre eﬁfective tr;ining of those Tower in*the -
organization tructure because of -their. interaction -with- greater
_ frequency ‘with upper leve]s .of the organization. - SO

'. Control and autho;‘,ity for a project is more easily maintai hed: . -

£
.o 6. It is easier to ‘create the opportunity for organizational members e
. to assume respons ibi. lity g
7. Thorough evaluation and planning -become a part of the o%inary “a'
functioning of " the* organization. .

I
’

:
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. e 15, Communication is more direct and less likely to be misunderstood..

.strengths and. weaknesses of individual: -members become more obvious

: 47) disagreements are very c]ear and obvious be tween staff 8) differences

l

8. Flexibility for adaptation is easier than within traditional :

structures.* ;

\/ N P ’ ! N ‘a: R . - .
9. Shou]d the need arise it is easier to d1ssolxg or to dismant]e
the - -project or functions.
|
|

" 10." Different roles within the organization are more easi]y oriented
- and. exposed to each other. : -
11,7 There is a reduction of the .span of/control than is found in tra-
ditiona] organizations. L . » .
' '.'N " K
12. Project managers or matrix managers . have a sense of true contro]
. and authority. . /
13. .There is. a. reduction of ‘the cdmplexity the’ larger traditiona]
~organization structure. //
. 14, The voice or opinion of those lower in the organizatioa structure
is ‘more- easi]y communicated and listened to.

.
’

%

iﬁisadVantages,of‘Matrix 0rganizatiop

' There are a number of problems and' disadvantages associ ated with the . -
matrix organization. .Typical prob]ems of the matrix organization are: ﬁﬁ

15

the 1eadership sty]e of the “boss“ is oftentimes incompatib]e with matrix

organizations° 2) strained re]ations with peers can occur; 3) the various °

4) there is the need within matrix organiiations to broaden management . .”gﬁ
organizationa] ski]]s and know]edge of the traditiona] expert or specia]ist ' 3ij?
‘within a content area 5). line and staff re]ationships often blur or o

: disappear 6) there are frequent and oftentimes "t many" meetings,

occur in deqisions which ofzentimes require arbitration or u]timate '“:\, L ;§
"authdrity decision making; 9) gamesmanship and/or manipu]ation can occur

within the matrix organizationa] structure. ’ i

.~ . - . ’ x
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'Organizations that fegl they wish to initiate matrix organizational
structures should bg aware that common superiors and matrix manages require . J
1) a. broad know]edge of the system and its personnel 2) genera] management C
i‘ . - expertise or aptitudes 3) group ski]ls 4) attention to detai] with evi-
S o dence of theumbility for consistenttfollow through 5) conflict orientation

O E

S ‘,and reso]ution ski]ls 6) acceptance and to]erance of ambiguity, 7) seif g

a0

and peer reliant, that, is to -say; internai]y directed and 8) com-

N . ]

AR . munications ski]ls. e . o : ,
; . . It is [t is a)l$o clear that strong staff deve]opment programs would be

- required in a matrif organization for. the various roles., Such programs

- - i_ - would need -to: inc]ude components .such as 1) trainlgg in the content roles ‘

. ‘found within the organizatiop 2? training in intenpersonal ski]]s,

3) training in analysis and presentation of ideas in groups, 4) team

’

bui]ding and og!anization deveLppment.

4
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T . _Rules,of Matrix 5rganizations ' A L 2

<

In decisions related to the p]anning of a matrix organization struc- _’
'4: Y . Q .‘\J' b 4

tdrg, certain decision ru]es should be noted:. . . S

-
et

ol
NS

-

e e *”‘ Il There must be participation of key or upper level administrator5°" -

e . 2. Invo]vement of: outside experts in p]anning, organizing and moni-
. . toring s frequent]y he]pfu] #

3;,,Matrix managers and subordinates must work out their own roles,
. ¢ _ responsibilities re]ationships as the matrix organization: is
oL deve]oped - ' he

4
4

. _ : 4, b Structures :and elements of the organizations should be thought of
i - {as formative wi'th the process of -alteration and adaptation seen as
ot S part of the-overall p]anning of the. structuyre;

R
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5. formalized systematic planning is required. -Such -planning would
include formal role responsibility. specification, planning and

_ . control systems that are specific and formalized and continuing . °

- ) . appraisal .evaluation systems. ) .

¥
a

.‘\ ' As ‘speci é] education de:ve1 ops greater complexity with more external

-« v

" and internal @eménds , it may be that the matrix organization should be - '

N
.

reviewed and evaluated in terms of its":efﬁ_cacy forj addressing some of the

" . emerging cb'i{cerjris in special education. ‘. S

»
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